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23 October 1975

orelte John L HeClellan
Liosty oamy, Subcemmittee on Defense
7. :ittec on Appropriations
nited States Senate
VLabiinglon, 0.C. 20510

Dzar Mr. Chairman:

.
»

~ e

In response Lo your request, | will summarize the principal trends
in the defense budgets and postures of the United States and the
Soviet Union. | will also indicate how these trends are affecting
the key military balances between East and West and what dangers
to our interests- I foresee in the years ahead. '

cssential to be clear about the objectives that we seek to achieve
with cur dafense establishment. -Our fundamental goal is the deter-
rznce of any attack on our vital interests. Our defense establish-
mzat also provides the underpinning for the conduct of diptomacy in
pursuit of a wide range of foreign policy objectives.

in crder to assess the implications of the salient trends, it is
i

In order to achieve these objectives, the United States —-- along

with its allies -- must maintain a worldwide military balance. Any
assessment of this balance, as it now stands or may exist in the
future, is bound to be affected by a number of uncertainties (which
will increase as our intelligence budget declines). But since the
oviet Union is both our main potential rival and the only other
Lvperpower, an important way of gauging the equilibrium i's to compare
cur cwn efforts with those of the Soviets.

i (n

b

Cur First preference is to achieve an appropriate and stable military
balance by means of equitable arms Iimitation agrecements, and to do so
through negotiations such as are underway in SALT and MBFR. But we
wust be prepared to maintain the balance by unilateral means if neces—
zry. In any case, even satisfaqtory agreements are likely to control
=niy some dimensions of the balance. We will still have to improva
>ur capabilities in other dimensions so as to counterbalance imorove- -
czrts in the forces of potential oppenents, and particularly those of
the Soviet Union. 1t follows that, whether by mutdal agreement or by
cur cunoaction, we must invest the resources necessary to assure that
wir Torces are combat-ready, and that they are competitive both quali-
tztively and quantitatively with those of the Soviet Union.
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Colortunateldy, |ocannot assure the Conaress that we will be able ta
Cointain an appropriate and stable Lalance in the future with a

cverely reduced FY 1976 Ludget and with a continuation. of the trends
iothe past decade in U.S, and Soviet wilitary expenditures.

te Dofence Dudgets

Feom FUO1564 through ¢Y 1975, the Laseline U.S. defense Ludger (with
ineresental war costs excluded) has declined by 20 percent in real
teras, To place this in context, total defense spending took 8.3
porcont of ONP and 43 pevcent of total federal spending in FY 1564,
but in FY 1976 it now scems likely to consume only 5.8 purcent of GHP
and less than 25 percent of total federal spending.

we cstimate that over the same period, Soviet military spending has
incircased by about 40 percent in recal terms. The annual rate of in=-
crease in this spending has run at between 3 and & percent.

U.S. defense spending exceeded that of the Soviet Union by about 21
percent in FY 1964. By FY 1975, our best estimate is that Soviat
military cutlays had come to cxceed those of the United States by
sbout 30 percent -- with retirved pay included. IF retired pay were
excluded from both budgets, Soviet military expenditures might be as
such as 50 percent creater tham our own.,

Of cqual significance, a substantial redistribution of resources has
taken place within the U.S. defense budget. 1In FY 1954, personnel

costs amounted to abeut 43 percent of our defense outlays. By FY 1975,
as a consequence of pay comparability laws and the All-Yolunteer Force,
parsonnel costs had risen to about 55 percent of outlays, even though
military and civilian personnel had declined from 3.7 to 3.1 million
nen and women. The upshot is that resources devoted to operations and
maintenance, RDTEE, military construction,  and procurement have declined
by 12 percent since FY 1964. To-the bost of our knowledge, no such
redistribution has taken place within the Soviet military budget.

ies between the two budgets can obviously be tolcrated for
2riods of time without adverse effects. But we cannot maintatn
cssary nilitary balances with the Soviets -- and the detente

es with them ~-- when their military spending not only exceeds
cur ow, but also centinues to rise while ours continues to fall.

2. Strotegic Huclear Farces

{

past decade, the United States has cut its real expendi tures

During the
cnosirategic nuclear forces rouchly in half. Soviet outlays for its
stytiegic forces -- calculated on a comparable basis -~ have nearly
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oot ed wver the deas e, and have exceeded 0.5, progrom expenditures

ey oyear since 124656, Ve cstimate that they were at Teast 60 percent
Bi Lo than our oen by 475,

Diiie Leliefs to the centrary, the total number of launchors

(! - rs and missiles) deployed by the United States has remained

v cllbly constant over the past 20 vears,  The main chinges have
boia total megatonnage, which has declived, and in missile SCCUracy,

. s dmproved. By centrast, the toial owber of Soviet strateqgie

locnclars has increascd dramatically and now. exceeds ouar ovn,. - With

the lorge cmount of throw-weight at thejr dicposal, the Soviets are

alveaay Leginning a rapid expansion of iheir warhead inventory, and

fcipate substantial improvements in the accurccy of their 1CBM's
as. vl Rot only are the Soviets deploying NIRV's; their warheads
vill have much highar yvields than ours, :

[f these developments centinue inteo the 1930s, as we cxpoat they will,
the Hinuteman force will be increasingly at risk. Ve in Dafense are
not advocating in the cuirent budget the acquisition of major ground-
based alternatives to Minuteman. We are identifying the growing threat,
the increased vulnerability, and the need to fund appropriate RED pro-
groms to hedge against this risk and insure that options will be avajl-
able in the future to maintain a land-based missile leg in the triad,

3. EGineral Purpose Forces

During the past decade, U.S. military manpower for our baseline forces -
has declined by some 20 peircent. - In the same period, Soviet military
manpower has increascd by more than 20 percent.  The Soviet military
establishment is now nore than twice as lerge as our own. Much of

this increase has gone into the buildup on the Chinese border, where
the Soviets now maintain about 4o divisions. But the Soviet forces
facing Vestern Europe have also increased by more than 100,000 men,
wiile NATO manpower has not changed significantly,

g

p=)

¢

s the U.S. baselin
as cu npower and e units have also declined, we have tried to
increase the sophis ion and versatility of our weapons systems,
Up to 2 point, this can be and has been a scnsible strategy. But
there are limits to the utility of trading in quantity for quality,
evan against relatively unsophisticated opponents.

S
=

-
sl

The Suviets have been steadily improving both the quaTity and the
! i

quunitity of the weapons in their general purpose forces. In fact,

since 1954 they have increased the resources devoted to thase forces

e than 33 percent. In the area facing NATO this has meant,
anong other developments, the intreduction of self-prosellad artillery
into their divisions, a growth in the numnber of their tanks ~- in which
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(e Virsow Pact outnneliers NATO by mare than two -to-one ~- a1 the
Pooent of advanced Gttock airveraft, wodern menitions, and mobile
dichd Gray air defenses.

oo hoe been aware for some time that Soviet doctrine called for a

vopid cnd massive attack on HATO's forwuard-deployed forces, wvith the
chiserive in the Central Region of reaching the Ungli<h Channal in
Tons ibon two weeks.  Uatil recently, howeser, e hove feli that there
was aowide gap between the dectrine and the Soviet copability to
ivplocont TE. As Soviet modernization programs continue, the gap will

nayroe,

At tha present time, NATO does not have an assured non-nuclear deter-
rent to a blitzkrieg, ond if present trends continue, cur waaknesses
in organized units, firecpower, and tactical mobility could result in
declining confidence in the deterrent -- despite our deployment of
theator nuclear forces. Vhen in the future a point of palitical or
m:lntary peril might arrive, ! cannot specify with precision. But
nless we and our allies inacrecase our efforts soon, the deterrent pawer
oF HATO must increasingly be based upon the nuclear elements of the HATQ
triad. This is unwise, we should be raising rather than lowering the
nuclear threshold. The difficulty we are having in improving the
strategic mobility of cur U.S.-based forces, and hence our ability to
reznforcu Seventh Army, does not improve the prospect.

balance of forces in Europe is only part of our problem. As a

ime nation, not only wmust we be concerned about the freecdom of
~as; we must also have the capability to deter attack on our sea
lines of communicarton. But here, too, cur posture leaves socmathing
to be desired.,  During the last seven years, our active fleet has
falten from over 900 to around 490 ships, and we have gone from 23 to
15 aircraft carriers, with two additional carriers scheduled for de-
commissioning during the current fiscal year. Although the Congress
has authorized a major expansion and modernization of the current fleet,
our shipbuilding -programs continue to be substantially underfunded.

As a rosult, the Soviets now cqual us In the number of surface combat-
‘ants, are ahead of us in attack submarines, and substantially exceed
us in deployed cruise-missile capability. Tha character of the Soviet
naval ships is also changing. They are devcloping greater endurance
at sca through larger combatants and logistics support ships. At
prescent, they are building new submarines at a rate which is three~to-
four times faster than our own. They already have two helicopter
cruisers and a VSTOL aircraft carrier.

ause of our advantagcs in carrier aviation, ASH, underway replenish-
t, and amphibious assault forces, we are still capable of both
jecting power ashore at great distances aond kesping esseatial sea

25 cpon to our shipping. But there are scas near to the Soviet Union
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shich we cauld nobt ventore with jupunity in wartine, ond we would
e Ly suffor henvy losaes of combratants and merchant shipping in
e Virst menths of A war at sca. Mithin the next Five yoors, if

;
2t trends are not reversed, the threat to our sca Vines of com-
peltation will Lecume even more camincus. b oalso foresce a sjrowing
ei 7.t by the USSR o develop Torce projoction and sea contiol capa-
Piitiies, which until recently have been almost entively loacking.

Yoo Secluasions

it there are many uncertainties in an asscssiient of this kind, the
prior trends in the coaparison between the military cfforts of the

Uni d States and the Sovict Union are clear. By wost of the available
pesnares, American pewer is declining and Soviet power is rising. Ho
one cnn say precisely where the peril points lie as this process un-
folds.  But if real expenditures by the United States remain constant
nr rontinue to fall, while real Soviet outlays continuc to rise, the
poeril points will occur in the relatively ncar future.

ent in 1ts use of resources, and that we can reverse the

n the competition without any real increases in the defense
Lediet.  But the argument badly misses the mark. What we are witnessing
in thie ialernational arena is the development of a great power -- the
Sorict Uaion == dedicated to equalling and then exceeding us in all

{he guantitative and qualitative dimensions of military power. The
motives behind this development may be in dispute; the trends are not.
Noither are the implicaticns for the protection of U.S. interests’
-1.2vide, for the cohesion of our alliances, and for the conduct of

cur diplemacy should we 2llow the Soviets substantially to exceed us.

Ho Joubt it will be argued that the Departrent of Defense has been
i
i

<

We can observe the evolurien and growth of Soviet military power
admiringly and passively, or we can take the actions necessary to
counteract it and assure deterrence. | belicve that we will make
the latter choice with the support of the Senate Appropriations
Committee under your chairmanship.

Sincerely,

. /Ql--a K. G o
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